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■ This paper focuses on motivational bases for affirniative action 
programsi, particularly as these, programs pertain to postsecondary 
education^ I wish to emphasise at the outset that the paper doen no}. 
.attempt to Evaluate the merits of affirmative action as such, btlt 
only 'to c^tique the motivational bases for it. By motivatiorsal 
basesf'l mean the basic incentives which are invoked in order to gaiji 
public support foi> affirmative actio^i programs. These bases might be 
thought of as the fundamental rationales which are used to stimulate ^ 
acceptance of the concept and practice of af:^irmative action. 

' For purposes of analysis, I have divider these bases into three 
generic types: 1) those associated with reasoifs of morality (e.g., 
affirmative agtion is "good** or "right*'), 2) tViose associated with 
reasons of legality (e.g., affirmative action is **lawful*' or **legit" 
imate") and 3) those associated with ireasona^of utility (e*g., 
affirmative action'^i^s **exped3.ent** or "useful**). , 

The specific \ask of this paper will be to critique the 
effectiveness, of these motivational bases. That ist this paper will 
try to, answer the question^ '*How well does each one of these motiva-* 
tional ba,3es generate popula^^upport for the successful pursuit of 
affirmative action and the accomplishment of its ultimate goal which 
i§ equal educational -and employment opportunity?*' In answering this 
question^ the paper will take a theoretical rather than empirical 
approach* ^ 

J Before beginning the critique, a review of some background 
informa4:,ion on affirmative action will be of value. Among other 
tl^ing^Si it will serve to Indicate the meaning of the term **affirm" 
ative. action." 

Programs to promote affirmative action have had a relatively 
htief histoiy. Franklin D. Roosevelt issued an executive order" in 
..prohibiting discrimination based on race, creed, color or * 

■ / 

national origin in govemjnent and defense industries. This was 
foliov/ed by several 'other passive non-discrimination orders in the 
Roosevelt, Truman and Eisenhower administrations. In i961f John F. 
Kerfrtedy issued Executive "Order 10925t the first executive order 
■r^u'ii^.'ng government contraptors to **take afflnnative action to 



ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees stre treated 
during employment, without regard to their race^ creed>, color> or 
national origin" (sec.^ 301,("t^, ^ emphasis added)t Lyndon B. 'Johnson 
issued Executive Order il2U6 in 1965 which gave more effective 
implementation to federal affirmative action policy a«d delegated 
enforcement responsibility to the Secretary of Labdr. In 1971 > the 
Department of Labor issued Revised Order No.- ^ ^hich defined an 
affimative action program as follows^ 

An aff innative*action prograJa is^^a set of specific aj^d ' 
result- oriented prbcedures to' which a contractor^ commiyt^ 
, himself /sic7'to apply every good faith effort. Th'^ objec- 
tive of- those procedures plus such efforts i5 equals employ- 
ment opportunity. Procedures without effort, to make'them 
work are meaningless; and effort > undirected by speoifio 

and meaningful procedures, is inadequate; An acceptabie^^ 
^ * ^ ' , ■ \' ' 

affirmative acti'on program must- include an analysis^Otf ' 

. *^ ■ 

areas within which the contractor is deficient in the . 
utilization of minority groups and women i and further'/ ' ^ 
goals and timetables to which the contikctor*s ''go<Jd fait^ 
efforts must be directed to correct the deficiencies and 
thus to increase materially the utili"sation of miritttities 
and wom^n> at all levels and in all se^ents of ^)\^s.J^^^c/ 
work force where deficiencies exist. (S 60-a^lQ) ;r. 
Executive Order 112^^6 was not applied to postsecond^tr;/ edu- 
cational institutions until I97lt At that tinfe, the Department* of 
Health*, Education and Welfare was designated as the compliance 
'agency for these institutions/ In 1972, HEW issued the\Higher 
Education Guidelines for implementing Executive Order^ llJ'ifS^ 
Those Guidelines required postsecondary institutions 'vA 
. to do more than ensure employment neutrality with rejga'hi 
to race, color> religion, sex and national orig^n.^^/As^^ 
the pfira^ implies, affirmative action requires the ^m^' 
ployer to make additional efforts to recruit, emplo^ty 
; and promot^^ qualified members of groups formerly ex^\"' - ' ^ 
eluded, even if that exclusion cannot be traced to^* 



particular discriminatory actions on the part of the em- 
plo^r. The premise of the affirmative actiPJi concept of ^ 
the Executive Order is that unless positive acti^oti is. 
taken to overcome the effects of systemic institutional 
' forju^.of exclusion and discrimination a benign neutrality 
in^eniployment-practices will tend _to perpetuate ±he 
status quo ajite indefinitely. (p,3) * , 
* Besides the programs which have been mandated by" the executive 
branch of government, the courts' have ordered various forms of 
affirmative action as a reaedy tl^roughout the I96O3 and 70s after , 
findings of illegal discrimination. . - 

Morality as a Motivational Basis 

Morality is the first .motivational basis fot affirmative 
action which will be consideredt Etjipio logically defined, morality ' 
means that which is cu^tomaryt This meaning is inditrartive of the " 

fact that what 'is correct from the moral standpoint, often depends 

^ / 

updn group usage. ^ 

J ■ - 

Apart tifom appeal to religious revelation^ morality usually 

looks to philosophical ethics for its theoretical determinationt 
There are essentially four ethical principles which niay be used 
to determine the morality of affirmative action/ The first is the 
;^rlnciple of simple justlcet This principle dictates that one 
should give to another that tjhich is her -or his due. While there 
is little dispute oveV the principle itself, when it comes to the 
question of affirmative action there is a great deal of disagree- 
ment in American society over what is actually due and to whom ^t " 
should be given^ The second principle is the principle of com- 
pensatory justice. This dictates that an' equitable compensation 
is owed parties who have suffered in^ry in the past. According 
to this principle, a case could be made* on the one side, that 
since black people have been victimized for three hundred and 
fifty years in America by slavery and institutional racism, they 
should b€f entitled to the benefits of affirmative action on the* 
basis of compensatory jUsticet On the other side> however^ a 

i 



case could Be lAade thai; the present rights 'x>f the^white majority 
my not fee violated in order tp^redress past injustice^ since it 
Vas:not'the members of^ the pa;e*seTit majority wh6*cau&ed the in- 
justice* -The. third principle i*s the principle of distributiv^e 
justlde* This states that -the distribution of goods prrcpportun- 
.itiesun ^society should taJte , place in a way :that tends tjo elim- 
inate pt*eserit inequities* According to this principle^.a case 
could be made* or^ the one side, that affirmative action would 
provide a mechani^iii*for the more ^equitible distribution of ^ 
■ op|)ortuni^y in society* On the other si<fe, the' case Icould be made 
that -such ^mechanism> based as it is simply oti a racial class- ' 
ification (or a sejOial or*^thnic claseif ication - depending on 

the particular affirmative action. program), is completely irrel-" 

■ J" 

evaftt* That is> the sole fact of what race, (or sex^^or ethnic- 
group) a person belongs to should never be made a relevant con- 
sicleration in employment matters, even if that consideration. is 
supposedly **benign*" The fourth principle is the principle of 
formal equality* This states that ^equals sl\ould be treated -equally 
and *uneQuals, should be treated unequally* According to this prin- 

^"ciple> a case could be made'* on the one side, that a neut3pal, 
non-^pref^rential bpportunity program would be equitable only if 

^ every-one were in= a relatively similar situation, but since every- 
one is not so sitioated affirmative action is justified* On the ; 
other* side; a case coul^d be made that* granted that everyone ^is 
not similarly situated, the way to remedy this is to focus on 
the ne^s of individuals rather than t© structure ,programs for 
whole ^cial (or sexual, or ethnic) groups* ' 

: ' As catn be seen..above, the prinaiples of philosophical ethics 
on which moral claims are built, are open to conflicting inter- 
pretations* This is, true primarily because of two fundamental 
J:iuinan dilemmas* The first is the dilemma of the one and the 
rmany* In social terms, this dilemma raises the problem of the ' 
individuJil's place in society* Dbes the individual have a unique 
discrete identity or is she or he to be defined basically 'in 
reference to a group? -To put the question another way, -does, the 



individual "give meaning to the group or does the group give 

if^^ing to the ifidividual? A reply that there is some truth in 

^both of these possifcil|.ties does not fully solve the^dilemma. 

Th^;second dilemma is th% dilemma of the absolute/and the*felativi 

In social terms/ this dilemma raises the question of Whether 

realityt truth and value. are of a fixed arvi unchanging <;^haracter 

ox whLether*they ^ire of a transient and variable Qharacter, To 

put tbe question another wa^t are there. objectively existing 

right ;an5swers i or is what "is right a flatter o^ subjective cir- ^ 
^ „ * f 

cumstahce? 

Ttfe, truth of^ either side of the two foregoing dileji&nas . 
cannot be proved - at l^ast it cannot txe proved to the satis- . 

faction of th> opposing viev, Questiojfis of moiality are difficu'lT: 

h - + t- 

to resolve vhen iJhey involve only individuals, and are all the 
more Sifficult^ when they involve groups^ and are extended ov^r/ 
generation^* When there is the further Complication of funda-' * 
mentally different outlooks on xeg,lity> then the j^rdbability ^ - 
is quite high'that ' the moral problem in gujsstion remain 
irresolvable mooi^* Thust the choice of a moral ba?^s^ as the ' ^ * 
^motivation for an affirmative action , program is not likely*to 
attract the kind o£ broad-based ^concensus which is needed to _ 
support svLCh"^ program,^ sUice the quesi^io^rT^of whether thi5' is 
the "right" or- "good" tKing to do vill be perennially ^<jontro-'' 
versial. The tiTuth of this latter statement . may be g€tuged by the 
fact that no sooner is one '*reverse discrimination" ^it4^resolved 
in a court 'than another one is Untroduc^d ^for hearing* 

Legality - as a Motivational Basis '^^ * * t 

Legality is the second mdtivatioftal basis for affirmative 
action to ^be considered. Legality- is defined as adherence ^or 
conformity to lal^, with lav being defined as a TajJ>e^^or^^or^r of 
conduct set up by comminity authority*, ^ ^' ^ /* 

■Perhaps the chief , merit of legality as a motivational (basis' 
for affirmative action is that it emphasises that, affirmative 
action is the official-policy of the^^tion ("br statejT'.or clty)^ 



It also lays stress on the power of federally (or state, or localj 
enforcement behind this policy. A number ^pf empirical studies 
(e.g.j Adams & Jones, t980; Bell, Waren,_^ Y^^rgler, t975f Bene- % 
kraitls ^ Feagin» t978; Loeb> Ferber, -<& io>^ry » 1978^ Steele 
Green, 1976) have shown> however^ tlfiat goverment regulation of 
affirmaiTive^ action programs In the field of postsecondaiy_ educa^ . ^ 
tion has been, less than successful. ,One problem of government-- 
regulated^affirmative action programs Is that these progi^ms- 
utilize a simplistic systenis-analysit^ approach* Thej; mandate 
that a work oroe analysis bb reade^ p^iod*icall> and that' goals 
aiid tijtiOiablor> be establii^hcd. A groat .deal^ of- record-kooplng 
is thus necessitated, but only a "gopd faith** effort is required 
rather than a showing of substahtiaL results. In pi)st seconds 17 
education, many dean§ and department chaiJtpersons know that they 
can get by, under the law, with a mlninujn'of effort. t It' is not 
that th^se people Consciously wish to discriminate. Indeed, tny 

'experience as an university^ affirmative, action Officer has indi- 
cated that, in my univer$lty at least, adrainis^trators were" In 

^eveiy case appare/itly well-intentioned. But they, like n^,ture, 
abhor a Vacuum. They want to fill a position as sbon as J^ossible, 
worrying that either superior candidates. -might not be available^ 
late-Br":^ that.^a freeze i&ight b*^ placed an hiring, or that the 
position might b^ transferred** to another department, or that feome, 

'Other unforeseen circumstance might prevejjt them from filling the 

post. • ' ^' , ^. ' - ' 

^ Another problem" of leasing motiyatlonal support for affirmative 

action on grounds, of legality is that these grounds are liable to 
^hiftf Consicjfer that iX .was^less than one hundred and fifty years 

a^o that, Chief Justice? Rof:er ^rbokfe Taney wrote in Dred Scott v. 

Sandford Vsic7 (t857) that black people^ whether siave or fret^, 
;were 50 "fat inferlor^to whit.es' that they had no rights which whites 

were bound; to respect. It vas iess'than one hundred years ago - and 

after the^ Fourtec^Ji Amendjnent wafe passed that the Supreme Court 

stated ir>'i,ts decision in Plessy v. Ferguson (I896): 

' -We consider the un<^erljring fallacy of the '^antiff's 



argument, to consist in the assumption that the enforced' 
separa^tion of the two races stamps the colol^ed race 
"Kith a badge of inferiority* If this be so, it is not 
by. reason of anything found in the act> but, solely because, 
the colored race chooses to 'put that construction on it..,, 
Legislation is powerless to eradicate racial instincts ^ 
ttO abolish distinctions based' upon physical differences, 
and the attempt' to do so can only result in accentuating 
^ the difficulties of the present situation* (Plessy v* 
Ferguson Noll & Kelly, i970, pp* 270-27i7) ^* ^ * 
, While it ^is doubti'ul that our law. will revert to such rScist inter- 
pretations, is well to ro^mber thai; la^w is not immulable. In ^ 
the l96crs and 70s, as indicated above, affirmative action was 
* aggreS^iv^ely pursued ly ^he government. More recently, however, 
ithere hiave .been signal that this official legal support Is weaken- 
ing. This jsan be seen most clearly in the judicial area in the 
recent relatively conservative* decision pf the Supreme Court in 
the BakJce case (Begenf^of the University of California v* Balcke, 
1978)*. In this case, j^he Court held tha,t race may be pne of a 
number of factors, in. admissions decisions, but it may not be the 
controlling factor* It can-.also be 5een in the executive' area in 
the Reagan administration* policy of eliminating anything con- 
nected with affirJtiative action which is interpreted a-^involving 
"quotas**' ' ' ' • - \' ' 

The mofe basic difficulty with' law as a motivational 'basis 
is that it is simply -noi able- to serve as a sufficient rationale^ 
in itself, for a social policy like affirmative actior^^^Law is 
meant to serve as a codification and basis for adjudication of 
polidy^ whicl> is already valued for some reason* 'Dewey affirmed 
this point in 1897, saying that *'A11 reforms which rest simply 
upon the enactment of law, or the threatening of certain p^enalties', 
or upon- changes in mechanical or outward arrangements, are transi- 
tory and futile"^ (Dewey /in Noll & Kelly, 1970, p* 2^2/); Witt- 
genstein (i^2) has said! "There must indeed t>e some kind of 
ethical Vei/arti and, ethical punishment, but they must reside in- - 
the action itself" '(no. 6*^22)* This judgment applies "beyond the 



specifically mor^il sphere. In other words, af£ix'mativo action ^ 
cannot effectively be based on external incentives (e.g., 
"getting or keeping government contracts) or on fear (e^g., 
avoidance of court ^ults) -but^ rather on the understanding 
that affirmative action is to the benefit of the P^stsecondary 

'm 

institution as well ac to the benefit of all of the individuals 
associated with the institutiont 

, Utility as a Hotivatianal fi^si^ * ^ 

JUtillty is the third motivational basis for affirmative 
action to be considered. Utility may be defined as usefulness, 
measured in terms of results or c'onsequencest Utility thu^ focus- 
es on the effectiveness of a program or policy as a means an 
end, rath&r than on the intrinsic^ qualities of the prcgram or 
policy itself^ This basis for affirmative actiop cannot be cr*- 
tiq'ued in an abstract isolated fashion apart from some specified 
errd for. vhich it serves as a means, for* in the utilitarian ' , 
persDoctive, the me^ns must always be Justified by the ertdt 
Therefore'f the following scenario is offered to illustrate how 
affirmative" actfbn might be' motivated by a utilitarian basis. 

It is generally acknowledged that most postsecoadary insti- 
tution^ will face "tKa Dossibility of>a serio\is decline in enroll- 
ment in the .next tMo decades. Indeed, the American Association of 
■ Collegiate Rel^istrars ahd^^^issions OffiJ^^ and the College 
Entrance Examination Board (l^80) have report ed^^^t hat postsecondary 
education is already ^ buyer's iqarket. Not so -wid^y recognized is 
the fact that when the .delnographic 'changes which are now climb- 
ing the educational ladder jifeach the postsecondary , rung > some 
significant changes inay o^ur in the composition of the post- 
secondary t^^pulationt Kerr (l978) has forecasted tliat, "it is 
*quite possible that a greater proportion of minority group members 
will, in the near future, attend college than of the white majority 
(pt 3)* This forecast is supported by a recent Carnegie Council m 
Policy Studies in Higher Education rfeport ^(l980) . The report, 
after affirming that "under the conditions of the next two decades» 



consumer sovereignty may well prevail largely undisputed in mo£^ 
institutions" (p. 29;* ^oes on to predict that nore white women, 
more black's and more? Mlspanics will be attending college, despite 
a general decline in enrollment Speaking of blacks in particular 
^he report states i 

We expect that their attendance mles will equal those of 
v^'hites/They already exceed those for whites within the ' ^ 
same incoinj ranges. Wo expect attendance rates for blacks 
in the top half of the overall income range *to' exceed 
those for whites in the top half ef the ^verall^income 
range, but we expect attendance rates fpr blacks in the 
hbi,1(l:n half of the overall ^income ra^e to remain below 
those for whites in that half of the ove^sall income range. 
Some parts of the black commiinlty arc moving ahead faster 
^ 'than others. Blapks, also, are beco.ming a higher proper-- 
tion of all youths, (pp. k2-k'}y 

Civenjthese demographic changes, it seems probable that 
postsecondary education will become a buyer's market for minority 
students. In this eventt p6stsecondary institutions will most 
likely become moreycohcemed with minority student recruitment 
and minority student retention since these factors will become 
important' in r^ialir^aining enrollment as tl^e volume of the tra- ' 
ditional majority clientele begins to'^decline. In other words, 
considerations of utility will naturajly incline postsecondary 
institutions to recruit and retain minority students* But in 
order to reo^oilt and retain mino;rlty students in the time of a 
buyer's market/ p'bstsecondary institutions wili^need to address 
the problem'svof making postsecondary instVtjLitlons more socially, 
culturally, ^economically and 'politically att^ctive tcr minority 
'studejntst 'One element involved in \,he&e*problems is the parvitude 
of numbers of minority staff presently employed in most postsecon- 
dary institutibns. Without, more rejiresentatlve' numbers of 
minorities, on staff, a -number of difficulties may well ensue: 

1) minority students will suffer from lack ofVrble models; 

2) counseling for minority students by syi/ipath^tic minority^ 
faculty wilj. be more difficult to find; 3) t^he breaking of 



5"tereotypes will be hanperedj ^) opportunities for the growth 
of minority -studen^' Gelf-rGsp<^c*: will be dimhilshed » 5) the 
promotion* of intefcultural an3 interrr^t^ial -undej^tanding'and 
cooperation will be inhibHpdt 6) teaching and rese^axih oonce>]at:s 
whiph might benefit from a r^inority perspective will be less 
adequately pursued; ?) tho pjbvision of a source for future 
in5,nority facu'Ky will be endangered t 8) pofetsecondary Institu- 
tions will be seen as hypocritical in that they will not 
appear to practice the^ affirmative action policy which they 
proclaimt and 9) other* social^ economic and political consid- 
erations of a longer ranget less^specific, less predictable, 
but none the less real cha3:acter> will be affected. 

To avoid these difficulties > an appeal might be made to 
institutional and individual self-interest in ofrder to-"motivate 



Jrder to" 
ninority 



affirmative action and increase the number of minority staff. 
Majority faculty and administrators t who might otherwise re- 
gard affirmative action program^ as improper intervention in 
the traditional process of autonomous peer seleation > might be 
led to understand that if ^ore minorities are^ not ll^pointed and 
if the attendant difficulties described above occur, then growth' 
and even sur/ival of some postsecondary imits or programs in an * 
institution 7 and conscquantly , continued employment of the present 
majority perso^nnel withia. those units or programs - will be 
threatened because of. loss of minority enrollment. "Vhere moral- 
or legal reasons may not provide ajufficient motivation t^ increase 
minori+.y i^.aff* those utilitarian considerations > based ^n the 
awareness that what is in the interest of institutional stability ■ 
is eventually In the interest of the majority individual's joh 
security f 'may provide such motivation. It should be noted , that 
these considerations are not entirely of the extrinsic incentive * 
variety. They stress, instead, the realization that the interests 
of the majority and the minority are confluent. I aJn not suggest- 
ing here that moral or legal motivations should be completely 
abandoned, however. Sych motivations are necessary, bwt I do not ^ 

believe that they are sufficient; y ^ . 

' ^ ' 

The utilitarian motivation in the previous scenario Wfeuld not 



^ ? 



seem to injure equity considerations- in the hiring process. SearWi 
coininitte6^" have been kntJwn to report that minority faculty candi- 
dates do not meet the criterion of being "best qualified** for the 

■ - * * * 

position* However^ if a posts^condary institution is in need of 
minority faculty for previously^described reasons oY utility „ 
then a 'Candidate!* s minority status could be one significant and 
valid factor to be weighed along with such other factors as 
educational background* tek(;hing, reseai^ch and service experience 
in deciding who is "best qualified/* Utilitarian preference for 
minorities could be served in this case v^thout unfair discrim-' 
ination against majority candidates by simply a^llowing extra con- 
sideration for race (or sex, or ethnicity)* The Bakke (Regents of 
the University, of California v< Bakke, l-978> and t'he Velier (United 
SteelworkervG^^e^rica^ AFL-CIO-CLC v. Weber et al< , 1979) deci- 
sions provide precedent f6^^,this approach. Justice Lewis Powell's 
controlling opinion In the Bakl?e case makes mention of a, legiti- 
mate sta;te interest in an ethnically diverse student body and - 
suggests how an admissions program might b& structured to provide 
for this kind of dl^versity without violating the Fourteenth 
Amendment* On the basis of the considerations Mentioned in the^above 
utilitarian scenario, it would seem that. a state interest *in ^ 
ethnically divert faculty .would be s^en by the Court ^as equally 
legitimate* Likewise, Justice William Brerinan's .majority opinion:, 
iri th^ Weber case holds that Title VII*s prohibition of raciar 
discrimination does not condemn all private,- voluntary, racd^ 
conscious affirmative action plans* Employers are free, according 
to the Weber decision, tq take race-consciou^ steps' to, ^eliminate 
Bianifest racial imbalances in traditionally segregated job cate- 
goriesmTthis regard* postsecondatfy faculty positions could be< ^ 
viewed as traditionally segregated Job categories* Thus, such an 
approach as suggested in the scenario would seem not only to give 
promi&e of being effective^, but. also able to withstand legal 

* 

challenge* / r . . 

The utilitarian motivation illustrated in the scermrio ^would 
also seem to overcome the objections of Sowell (19?5) that minor- 
ities can *be hurt and that racism can be perpetuated by making it ^ 
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appear that minority progress is sii^jply the result of govern- 
ment -mandated affirmative action. However^ if minorities are 
seen as necessaiy to employ from a viewpoint of enlightened self- 
interest > then^their pres^rfce on staff should be viewed as no 
more gratuitous than Jthe presence of other essential employees, 
The_same reasoning would seem to defeat the objections of Cohen 
Cl977) who fears that affirmative action will pit one racial 
group against another.^ "focusing attention to race^ creating 
anxiety an^ agitation about race in all the wrong contexts^ 
exciting 'envy, il^will, and widespread resentment of unfair 
penalties and undeserv.ed rewards" (p^ ^O)^ — ^ ^, * 

^ It may be that the particular utilitarlanV^r^ments ^hich 
I have offered by way of "example in the Sibove scTenario will not 
pr<5ve convincing. However^ the scenario is meant simply to illus- 
trate the type or kind of argument which I believe has the best, 
*chance of underpinning an effective affirmative action effort. 

h 'm 

It may be that other examples of the utilitari^ ai^gyment would 
prove more convincing* e.g.* Ihe avoidance of violence which will 
:most lijcely a:^sult if the oppressive non-pluralistic structuring 
of society^ is not changed. 

The principle disadvantage of' utility as ^ motivation for 
affirmative action is that it is two-edged. If ,U shoUld appear 
at .some time to the majority" that increasing the number pf minor- 
ity staff is not in the majority* s best interest > then the effi-^ 
ciency of this 'motivation would be lostj_To* pi^'ev^nt this* a/fT^ 
awareness might be developed that what iMjja the minority'^ 
interest is eventually in the maj6rity*s interest, e,g.> that 
increa,*^ing the number of minority students and minority staff is 
good for eveiybody in postsecondaiy education 7 minority and" ^ 
jnajority alike. - 

V 

Conclusion . 

The above critique of morality > legality and utdlitjr as 
motivational bases for affirmative action has indicated that 
none of the thi*ee is'entirely free from disability. Still, 



utility seems to have fewer disabilities* and more stren^hs than 
the other two. Historically, this seems confirmed by the fact that 
no significant majority tas ,ever yielded ground to a minority 
unless {t was percei*VQ4 to be in the .majority*^ own best interest . 
to^do so. This is to-' say that no ^matter how -moral people's xhetoric 
might be, ho matter) how lav-abiding they" might be^eve-that their 
tr^idition is, and no matter how sincex'ely. -they mighty feel that they 
are conijiiitted "to liberal ^ideals, when it comes to the point of 
action, most people will ^usually respond in a self-' interested 
marmert Therefore, unless an utilitarian motivational basis for 
affirmative action is more widely adopted, I fear that the status^ 

quo will not change. , ■ ' ^ 

t 
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